KysbrypHO-1cTOpHYECcKast IICHXO0JOTUS Cultural-Historical Psychology

2017.T.13. Ne 1. C. 23—36 2017. Vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 23— 36
doi: 10.17759/chp.2017130102 doi: 10.17759/chp.2017130102
ISSN: 1816-5435 (1nieuwaTHbiii) ISSN: 1816-5435 (print)
ISSN: 2224-8935 (online) ISSN: 2224-8935 (online)
© 2017 ®TBOY BO MTTIITY © 2017 Moscow State University of Psychology & Education

ZBR and ZPD: Is there a difference?
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The paper considers some problems of understanding the content of the theoretical notion of zone of
proximal development in the English-language literature, related to unavailability of sources and some
inaccuracies in translations. It is shown that, as a result of such inaccuracies, the notion of zone of proximal
development (ZPD) turns out to be different in terms of its theoretical content from the notion of zona
blizhayshego razvitiya (ZBR) (3ona 6amxaitimero passutus, 36P), so that we can say that ZPD is not the
same as ZBR. Simplification and fragmentation of basic theoretical ideas lead to some serious consequences,
which cause difficulties both in the search for a common understanding and further development of cultur-
al-historical theory, as well as in the practical application of ZBR in educational practices.
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«30Ha OmKaiiniero passuTusi> U «zone of proximal
development»: ectb 1 pasuumna?

H.H. Bepecos,
Yuuepcurer Monair, MesnOypH, ABcTpasius,
nveresov@hotmail.com

PaceMarpuBaioTcsi HEKOTOPbIe MPOGJIEeMbl TIOHUMAHKST COJAEPKAHUSA TEOPETHYECKOTO TIOHATUS «30Ha
GusKaiiero pasBUTHsI» B aHIJIOSA3BIYHON JINTEPATYPE, CBA3AHHbIE ¢ HEJOCTYITHOCTBIO HCTOUHUKOB ¥ He-
TOYHOCTSAMU B TepeBogax. [lokazaHo, 4To B pe3yJsbTaTe TAKMX HETOYHOCTEH, oHsTHe «zone of proximal
development» okasbiBacTCst OTIIMUHBIM 110 TEOPETUYUECKOMY COAEPIKAHUIO OT MOHSITUS «30Ha OJIMKaiiero
pasBUTHSI». YIIpollleHe U (hparMeHTaInsd OCHOBHBIX TEOPETUYECKHUX UJIei TPUBOJIAT K CEPbE3HBIM MOCJIE]I-
CTBUSIM, KOTOPbIE CO3/IAIOT TPYAHOCTH KaK B IIOUCKAX OOIIEro IOHUMAHMS ¥ JIAJIbHEHIIIET0 Pa3BUTHSI KYJIb-
TYPHO-UCTOPUYECKOI TEOPHHU, TaK U B IIPAKTHUYECKOM TIPUMEHEHUH METO/[a 30HbI OJIMIKANIIIEro Pa3BUTHS B
00pa3oBaTeNbHBIX TPAKTHKAX.

Kntouegote crosa: KybTypHO-UCTOPUYECKAST TICHXOJIOTHS, «30Ha OJIMIKAIIIIETO pa3BUTHsI», <zone of
proximal developments.

In English

et me start with an anecdote, a kind of epigraph, Judge: — Defendant, you are accused of having found

which bears a direct relation to the subject of the a huge gold bar, but you didn’t hand it over to the au-
paper, even though we take it as a metaphor. It clearly  thorities, as required by law. If you do not say where the
shows the dependence of correct understanding on the  gold bar is, you face punishment up to the death penalty.
translation accuracy. Do you understand the accusation?
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Barrister: Your Honor, the defendant is a representa-
tive of one indigenous peoples of the North. He does not
understand Russian. We have invited an interpreter.

Judge: Well. Please, translate my words to the defen-
dant.

Interpreter: The judge says that you found a huge
gold bar without handing it over to the authorities.

Defendant: I've hidden the gold behind a large boul-
der. It’s easy to find: there is only one large boulder in
the vicinity.

Interpreter: The defendant says that he found nothing,
and let there be the death penalty, he knows nothing.

Some time ago I published a paper where I claimed
that in the literature either very simplified or arbitrarily
fragmented interpretations of the Vygotsky theory pre-
vail, and his complex and multifaceted concept of “zona
blizhayshego razvitiya” (ZBR) — in English translation:
“zone of proximal development” (ZPD) — was the first
victim of such interpretations. As a result, this concept
is either misunderstood or not understood at all [20]. As
expected, there was no reaction from the academic com-
munity, except for a short answer on the well-known fo-
rum xmca, boiling down to the fact that I had proposed
them a stone instead of bread. At first I wanted to argue
that the position of those who, while demanding fish, re-
fuses to accept the proposed fishing rod, considering this
as a personal insult, is regrettable. But then I came to
the conclusion that my critical friend is probably partly
right. That is when T thought: “ZBR and ZPD: Is there
a difference?”

To date, publications on ZPD are too numerous to
name them all. Only Web of Science provides 215 ar-
ticles over the past 5 years, not to mention Scopus, Psy-
cInfo and PsychLIT. However, it seems to me that the
situation with the understanding of ZPD as a complex
concept related to the problem of development has not
changed significantly. Quantitative growth does not al-
ways lead to qualitative changes; a simple repetition of
the lesson learned does not guarantee any progress in un-
derstanding, but sometimes leads to vulgarized simplifi-
cations, especially when it comes to complex concepts.
We can say that the concept of ZBR is adopted, but not
completely assimilated.

Therefore, I will not analyze in detail all this huge ar-
ray of publications, growing in a geometric progression;
I try to show how the concept of ZPD is understood and
used by researchers who position themselves as continu-
ers of the Vygotsky’s tradition — Vygotskians and Post-
Vygotskians. After all, who, if not they, the Vygotskians,
the continuers of tradition, could clarify the content of
this concept to the academic community, give the right
guidelines for understanding its essence and content?
Who could contribute to the further development of
this concept in relation to development in the tradition
of cultural and historical psychology?

And they really do it. Back in 1998, A. Palinscar re-
gretfully stated that ZPD remains one of the most used
and least understood constructs in modern pedagogical
literature [16, p. 370]. In his brilliant article, Seth Chaik-
lin, agreeing with Palinscar, undertook a serious analysis

Bepecos H.H. «3ona 6iucatiuezo paseumusts...

24

of Vygotsky’s texts and existing interpretations of ZPD
and came to a conclusion that it is difficult to disagree
with:

The zone of proximal development was introduced as
a part of a general analysis about child development. It
is not a main or central concept in Vygotsky’s theory of
child development. Rather its role is to point to an impor-
tant place and moment in the process of child development.
To understand this role, one must appreciate the theoreti-
cal perspective in which it appeared. That is, we need to
understand what Vygotsky meant by ‘development’ in
general, if we are going to understand what he meant by
Zone of proximal development’ in particular. In this way,
the reader can develop a generative understanding of the
theoretical approach, which will be more valuable than a
dictionary definition of the concept [11, p. 45—46].

Almost 15 years have passed, but are there any
grounds for us to assert that something has changed,
that the process of generating understanding, to which
S. Chaiklin called, might be slowly but really occurring?
I do not think that the picture looks optimistic, because
since 2003 almost no serious theoretical article has ap-
peared that would attempt to provide such a generative
understanding of ZPD. It seems that the Vygotskians
simply, as they say, “stopped talking about this” — either
thinking that it was done, or getting tired to explain to
colleagues the true meaning of this concept, or else, tired
of playing with ZPD, they have turned to other “toys”,
such as the concept of perezhivanie.

But this is only a superficial impression. Among many
reasons, for which the concept of ZBR in international,
primarily English, literature retains its status as one of
the most used and least understood concepts, there is
one that requires special attention. This problem is due,
first, to the limited availability of original sources, and
secondly, to inaccuracies in translations in those sources
that are available to English-speaking researchers. Here
“sources” mean the Vygotsky’s original texts.

This article is mainly devoted to the analysis of these
two reasons, which, in my opinion, essentially restricts
the possibility of an adequate understanding of the con-
tent of ZBR and the further development of this content,
as well as the practical application of the ZBR method in
educational practices.

Availability of Sources for Western Researchers

In the most complete and detailed form, the concept
of ZBR is presented in four Vygotsky’s works. This, first,
chapters 1 and 3 in his book “Mental Development of
Children in a Process of Learning”, published in 1935 [1]
and republished in 1999 as part of “Educational Psychol-
ogy”. Secondly, chapter 3 in the work “The Problem of
Age” (1932—1934), published only in 1984 in the col-
lection of works [5]. And, thirdly, chapter 6 of “Think-
ing and Speech” |3], which refers to the formation of
scientific concepts. I could also mention in this regard
the well-known work “Game and Its Role in the Mental
Development of Children”, where the author states in
general terms that the child’s play creates ZBR, but does
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not specify how this happens, and what are the mecha-
nisms thereof.

In these studies, ZBR is presented in the context of
the problem of relationship between school education
and the dynamics of the child’s mental (intellectual) de-
velopment, as a possible alternative to existing methods
and techniques for diagnosing the levels of intelligence
development, such as 1Q [6]. From this point of view,
ZBR is really not the central concept of cultural-histori-
cal theory [11]; it is used, rather, as a practical diagnostic
method. However, if ZBR is considered in isolation from
Vygotsky’s entire theoretical system, then understand-
ing it, both as a theoretical concept and as a diagnostic
method, is doomed to remain essentially incomplete and
superficial.

Chapters 1 and 3 of “Mental Development of Childrenin
a Process of Learning” became available to English-speak-
ing researchers through two translations. First translation
of 1978 [21] is a greatly reduced and simplified version
of these two chapters, combined into one under the title:
“Interaction between Learning and Development” |21, pp.
79—92], which is explained by the task of the whole book
“Mind in Society”, that, according to the editors, consisted
in presenting Vygotsky’s ideas to the American readers in
a simple and understandable form. However, for a number
of reasons, it is this translation that still remains the most
famous and most cited in the academic community. A
new and complete translation of Chapter 3 became avail-
able in 2011. [22] As for chapter 1 of the work of 1935, it
still remains inaccessible to English-speaking researchers
because of the lack of its full translation. The work “The
Problem of Age” was translated into English and included
in Volume 5 of the Collected Works [27]. “Thinking and
Speech” was translated several times more or less success-
fully and was included Volume 1 of the American edition
of the collected works [23].

Translation Problems and Their Implications

According to some researchers, whose opinion I share,
the English translations of Vygotsky’s texts leave much
to be desired. However, as history shows, Vygotsky is
not alone in this misfortune. The same can be said about
the texts Piaget, Wallon, Freud, as well as the Russian
translations of Maslow and Rogers.

And yet, the translation of the Vygotsky’s texts is a
special case. They had no luck from the very beginning.
The book of Vygotsky that was first to be published in
English translation — “Thinking and Speech” — became
legendary not only because it was read by Piaget. He did
read it, and even gave a detailed response to criticism,
which he had never done before nor after. This book
became legendary also because it was severely reduced
and poorly translated. There is even a joke about this:
from “Thinking and Speech”, the publishers took the most
important thoughts, rejected them, and then translated
what was left, in an ugly way. Without going into de-
tails, I will say that, if the name itself was translated as
“Thought and Language”, then what can we say about
the content! Of course, one can say that “thought” can
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mean both “thought” and “thinking”, but “language” is
certainly not “speech”, not to mention the fact that, ac-
cording to Vygotsky, language is a system of cultural
signs, whereas speech is a mental process inseparable
from thinking. It is with this inseparability of thinking
and speech that the concept of units of analysis is con-
nected, which is introduced in the first chapter of the
work “Thinking and Speech”, and the search for which is
the subject of a significant part of the book itself.

The concept of “activity” in Vygotsky’s texts was
even more unlucky. I will not go into the discussion
about whether Vygotsky had a concept of activity;
there are various points of view on this matter. But if
you look at the problem from the point of view of trans-
lations, the Russian word “deyatelnost” has been trans-
lated into English as “activity”. But, after all, the “vys-
shaya neronaya deyatelnost” in English is also “higher
nervous activity”, although it is clear that, in this case,
“activity” has nothing to do with the concept of activ-
ity developed by the Leontiev’s school. Moreover, the
word “aktivnost” in English is also “activity”. And since
both “deyatelnost” and “aktionost” are always translated
as “activity”, in all translation of Vygotsky’s texts, it
seems that Vygotsky was, as they say, an activity theo-
rist. But if you look at the original Russian texts, the
picture is not so simple.

For example, here is an excerpt from Vygotsky:

“If the main and most general activity of the cerebral
hemispheres in animals and humans is signaling, then the
main and most common activity of man, which primarily
distinguishes the person from the animal in terms of psy-
chology, is the signification, i.e. the creation and use of
signs. We take this word in its most literal and exact mean-
ing. Signification is the creation and use of signs, that is,
artificial signals” 4, p. 79].

So there are different activities. Here Vygotsky says
that activities that distinguish the man from the animal
are activities to create or use artificial signs as external
means, that is, the activity of mediation, or, using the
Vygotsky’s wording, “mediating activity”. That is, the
sign itself does not mediate; it is the man who mediates,
when creating new signs or using existing ones. Continu-
ing this fundamental idea of activity, Vygotsky speaks of
two types of mediating activity: (1) the use of tools and
(2) the use of signs, while stating that these are two dif-
ferent lines of development [4, p. 89] (Fig. 1).

Mediating activity

e

Use of tools Use of signs
Fig. 1. Two types of mediating activity (L.S. Vygotsky)

And what do we have in translations? In the famous
book “Mind in Society” (1978), about which I will speak
later, mediating activity is translated as indirect medi-
ated activity [21, p. 54]. And instead of two kinds of me-
diating activity we see the following (Fig. 2):




Veresov N.N. ZBR and ZPD: Is there a difference?

Mediated activity

—

Sign

Tool

Fig. 2. Two kinds of mediating activity (translations from the
book “Mind in Society” (1978)

Thus, this most important thought of Vygotsky
about the activity is lost almost completely. But that is
not the whole story! Sometimes you wonder how hard
translators try to turn Vygotsky into activity theorist,
even where it is absolutely inappropriate!

Thus in article of 1925 “Consciousness as a Problem of
Behavioral Psychology”, Vygotsky wrote:

This article was already in proof, when I got acquainted
with some works on this issue, that were written by behav-
ioral psychologists. The problem of consciousness is posed
and solved by these authors in a way close to those devel-
oped here, such as the problem of the relationship between
reactions (cf. “verbalized behavior”) |1, p. 198].

However, in translation [24, p. 35] “relationship be-
tween reactions” is translated as “the relation between ac-
tions”. However, this was written in 1925, when there was
no talk about the theory of activity: it simply did not exist,
and Vygotsky was interested in behaviorism for a short
period of time. Of course, experts will correct me and say
that this annoying omission was corrected in the second
translation of this article, in the second volume of the Eng-
lish edition of collected works [25, p. 63—79]. But if you
compare these two translations with the original and with
each other, it is difficult to say which one is worse. “Both
are worse!”, as a politician said one day. For example, in
this new translation, “reflex” is sometimes translated as
“reaction”, and sometimes vice versa [25, p. 74].

Even the epigraph in which Vygotsky quotes Marx,
and to which he returns in the text, has changed amus-
ingly. Here is the original:

A spider weaving its web, and a bee building cells from
wax do it by virtue of the instinct, lime machines, always
in the same way, and do not show any more activity in this
than in all other adaptive reactions |1, p. 164].

It is clear why the aktivnost is translated here as ac-
tivity, but the words “adaptive reactions” are translated
as “adaptive activities” [25, p. 68].

I specially made this brief digression in order to clari-
fy the general picture with the translations of Vygotsky’s
texts. However, any expert in this topic would cite doz-
ens, if not hundreds, of even more expressive examples.

Let’s return, however, to our subject.

Let’s start with the simplest. In chapter 3 of the book
“Mental Development of Children in a Process of Learning”,
there is the following definition: the child’s ZBR is “...the
distance between the level of his actual development, as de-
termined with the help of the tasks the child solves indepen-
dently, and the level of possible development, as determined
with the tasks the child solves under the guidance of adults
and in cooperation with more intelligent peers” [2, p. 42].

The Vygotsky’s logic is as follows: ZBR is not a zone
of the nearest training and not the zone of tasks that
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the child is able to solve independently or in coopera-
tion, not the distance between what the child knows
and what he does not yet know, but ZBR of the higher
mental functions, because “The level of actual develop-
ment of a child determines his already mature functions,
the products of his development. The child knows how to do
something, therefore, he has matured functions in order to
do something else”, whereas through the identification of
the level of possible development, it is possible to define
functions that are not mature yet, but are in the process
of maturation [2, p. 42].

In other words, the child’s ability to solve problems
independently depends on the level of his actual devel-
opment, which, in turn, is determined by his already
developed functions. The child’s ability to solve prob-
lems in interaction with others depends on the level of
his possible development, i.e., functions that are at the
beginning of their development cycle. Thus, the child’s
ability to solve certain tasks independently or in coop-
eration depends on the level of development of his higher
mental functions. ZBR is not the distance between task
levels, but the distance between the levels of develop-
ment of intellectual functions, as determined through
solving problems.

But who does this, who identifies the child’s devel-
opment levels with the help of tasks? From the whole
text, it is clear that it is an adult — the teacher or the
researcher — by whom these development levels are to
be identified through solving tasks. That’s how these
words should be understood: “the level... of development,
as identified by the teacher with the help of ... tasks”. Here,
the word “determined” is a synonym for the word “identi-
fied’. The teacher identifies levels of development that
are independent of tasks in any way, but depend on, but
do depend on (i.e. are determined by) the levels of func-
tions development. In this sense, the word “determined” is
a synonym for “depend on”.

Having identified the levels of development, the
teacher or researcher gets an opportunity to find out
what intellectual functions of the child have already
completed the development cycle (“flowers of develop-
ment”), and which are at the beginning of the develop-
ment cycle (“germs of development”), and, accordingly,
to design the training in the ZBR.

However, the translation in the 1978 edition does
not accurately reflect the logic of Vygotsky:

“[ZPD is] ..the distance between the actual develop-
mental level as determined by independent problem solo-
ing and the level of potential development as determined
through problem solving under adult guidance or in col-
laboration with more capable peers” [21, p. 86].

Indeed, ZPD (zone of proximal development) is
defined here as the distance between the “actual devel-
opmental level” and “the level of potential development”,
which, in general, is true, even if we translated wuroven’
vozmozhnogo razoitiya as “the level of potential develop-
ment”, although it would be more accurate to translate it
as “the level of possible development”.

But the words “determined” through problems, i.e.
identified, and “determined” as “dependent on” played
a cruel joke. The level of possible development in the
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translation is presented as the level determined through
problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration
with more capable peers.

If we assume that the expression “with the help of”
and the word “through” are, in principle, synonymous,
then the translation in this place can be recognized as
more or less adequate. At the same time, in the transla-
tion, “the level of actual development” is presented as de-
termined, conditioned by problems that the child solves
on his own (as determined by independent problem
solving). In other words, it turns out that not the abil-
ity to solve problems independently depends on the level
achieved of actual development and is determined by it,
but, on the contrary, the level of actual development is
determined by an independent solution of problems. The
phrases “to be identified /defined with the help of a task”
and “to be determined by the task” have different mean-
ings. You can define (identify) your location with a map,
but this does not mean that the location depends on the
map and is determined by it.

Hence, the first problem arising from the transla-
tion: what determines what? The level of actual devel-
opment is determined by an independent solution of
problems, or the level of actual development can be de-
termined (identified) by an adult with the help of tasks
that the child can solve independently? The definition
in the Russian text gives an unambiguous answer: both
levels of mental development (and therefore ZPD) are
determined (identified) with the help of tasks that the
child can solve independently or with the help of an
adult, in collaboration with peers, but are determined
by, dependent on the mental functions development
level. In translation, this logical rigor is largely lost. In
the translation, the level of actual development is de-
terministic, that is, it depends on the independent solu-
tion of problems (“determined by independent problem
solving”), And the level of possible development is “de-
termined through” problems that the child can solve in
cooperation.

The second problem: what does it mean “in coopera-
tion with more intelligent peers”? In the Russian text,
this is obvious, since it is about, we recall, only and ex-
clusively the relationship between school (academic)
education and intellectual development. The more intel-
ligent peers are more intellectually developed, being at
a higher level of development of their intellectual func-
tions. The translation “with more capable peers” is not
quite accurate, since, in the original speech, it is clearly
not about different levels of development of capacities,
even intellectual ones, but about different levels of in-
tellectual development. In this connection, it is interest-
ing to note that this, seemingly insignificant, omission
caused a number of both minor and major misunder-
standings. We only note one of the latter. Over time,
“more capable peers” in English literature has become
“more competent peers” [18] and even “more knowl-
edgeable other” [15, p. 231; 17, p. 51].

In the new translation of this chapter [22], ZBR is
defined as follows: “The ZPD of the child is the distance
between the level of his actual development, determined
with the help of independently solved tasks, and the lev-
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el of possible development,defined with the help of tasks
solved by the child under the guidance of adults or in co-
operation with more intelligent peers” (p. 201). The trans-
lation “level of possible development” is more accurate
than “level of potential development” and completely
corresponds to the original: “the level of possible devel-
opment”. “More intelligent peers”- here the translation
is also accurate.

However, ZBR itself is not very accurately interpret-
ed in translation. In the Russian original of 1935 we read:
“what lies today in the zone of the proximal development,
tomorrow will be at the level of actual development” [2, p.
42]. In translation it looks differently: “what is within the
ZPD today, tomorrow will be within the child’s zone of ac-
tual development” [22, p. 205]. “Level of actual develop-
ment” here is translated as “zone of actual development”.
It turns out that, in addition to the zone of proximal
development as the distance between the two levels of
development, there is also a certain zone of actual devel-
opment. And it also led to some implications, namely, to
the fact that the level of actual development has really
become quite often interpreted as some kind of uncertain
“zone of actual development” [7; 12]. But if it exists, then
what is it like, how to define it, and what are the levels
the distance between which it describes? And, most im-
portantly, how does this “zone of actual development”
correlate with ZBR and with the development of higher
mental functions?

Although the translation of 2011 is more accurate,
almost all researchers still refer to and quote the transla-
tion of 1978. But, as I tried to show, it cannot be consid-
ered adequate. As a result, in the literature, we still meet
with a whole range of misunderstandings.

Thus, Lambert and Clyde (2000) put the question
sharply:

“We feel...that Vygotsky’s ZPD presents a restricted
view of learning processes and reduces the learner’s role
to one of passivity and dependence upon the adult” [14,
p. 29].

I should say so too! If ZPD is entirely dependent,
determined by the tasks given by an adult, then there
is nothing else to expect but the passivity of the learner
and his dependence on the adult. The only thing is that
ZBR is not ZPD: an adult identifies ZBR with the help
of tasks in order to build the learning in cooperation with
the child, so as to create conditions for the development
of those functions that are at the very beginning of their
development cycle. Where is here learner’s passivity?

There is is quite a lot of this kind of criticism of ZPD,
due to inaccessibility of original sources and poor trans-
lations. And this, in turn, influenced the fact that ZPD
was gradually replaced in the English literature by the
concept of scaffolding. As a result, Vygotsky’s strong liv-
ing metaphor about the buds and flowers of development
was replaced by another one — a mechanical metaphor
for scaffolds supporting a building being constructed.
And although it is quite clear that scaffolding is not
about development, but about learning, the opinion that
scaffolding is “the operationalization of Vygotsky’s con-
cept of work in the zone of proximal development” [27,
p. 127] became almost dominant in the English-language
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literature [8; 9; 10; 13]. Indeed, compared to the vague
and contradictory definition of ZPD, scaffolding is a
method with which one can work somehow. At the same
time, serious researchers from the very beginning were
fully aware that “scaffolding is not aimed at developing
those functions that are at the beginning of its develop-
ment” [19, ¢. 39].

And once we started talking about metaphors, we
should mention another problem related to ZBR and
ZPD. The metaphor of flowers and buds in development
clearly indicates that it is a question of the various intel-
lectual functions that exist in the child at the same time,
but are at different stages of development.

Let’s ask a question: when we talk about the flow-
ers and buds of development, where are these flowers or
buds? Where are the functions that have already com-
pleted the development cycle (flowers), and functions,
just starting the cycle of development (buds)? It is clear
that the functions that have completed the development
cycle lie in the individual plan of consciousness, or, as it
could be said in English, in child’s mind. This question
will be answered in the same way as those researchers
who work with the concept of ZBR, and those who work
with ZPD. But if we ask both those and others where
the buds of development, that is, functions that are just
beginning their development cycle, the answer would be
different. Researchers working with ZPD will answer
this question unambiguously: these are the functions of
the child, which means that they are with child, in child.
Other answer is impossible, if we proceed from existing
translations and the dominant interpretations of ZPD.
However, the concept of ZBR implies a different answer
to this question.

To clarify this, let’s turn again to the original Vygotsky
text, namely to the first chapter of the same book “Mental
Development of Children in a Process of Learning” [2].

“...Education creates a ZBR, that is, it awakens and sets
in motion in the child a number of internal development
processes that are now still possible for the child only in the
sphere of relationships with others and in cooperation with
his peer, but that, after passing their inner route of devel-
opment, become the inner treasure of the child himself”.

And below:

“..The education of the child leads to a child’s mental
development, brings to life a whole series of such develop-
mental processes that, outside of learning, would not have
been possible at all. Education is, therefore, an inherent and
universal moment in the development process of a child not
of natural but historical features of the man” [2, p. 16].

Initially, at its first stage, at the developmental
phase, mental functions exist only in the sphere of re-
lationships with others and cooperation with peers,
and only after a certain course of development, they
become the flowers of development, internal individual
functions. In this sense, the concept of ZBR is noth-
ing more than a concretization of the basic genetic law
of cultural development in application to the solution
of a specific problem about the relation of learning
and mental development. This basic law says that ev-
ery function in cultural development appears on stage
twice: first among people, as a interpsychological cat-
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egory and then within the child as an inter-psychologi-
cal category[4, p. 145]. The child’s higher mental func-
tions are nothing but an internalized social relationship
[4, p. 146]. And this, in turn, is directly related to an-
other fundamentally important theoretical position of
the cultural and historical theory that social relations,
social reality is the source of development, and devel-
opment itself is the process of how the social becomes
individual [5, p. 258]. That’s why teaching/learning is
not a factor, not a condition, but a source of intellectual
development [2, p. 17]. And this means that the level of
possible development and ZBR as a whole does not ex-
ist until the child’s starts his interaction with an adult
or a more developed peer.

But here the knowledgeable reader might object:
in the translation of 1978, so criticized by Nikolai, it
is said that the level of possible development is deter-
mined by tasks that the child can solve independently
or in cooperation! But this exactly corresponds to the
just mentioned Vygotsky’s thought! But the fact of the
matter is that the levels of development are only identi-
fied with the help of tasks and they are not determined,
that is, they do not depend on them. But the process of
development is “triggered” only when the very process
of learning, i.e., joint solution of problems, begins to be
built in the zone of proximal development. Then, what
Vygotsky understood to be development, that is, the
social (the ways and forms of cooperation, interaction)
becomes individual (individual intellectual functions,
which, according to Vygotsky, still remain social in its
content and structure). Therefore, by the way, Vygotsky
does not say that learning should be built at the level
of possible development, which would be quite logical,
if development is determined by tasks, but he says that
learning should be built in the ZBR, i.e., in some space
between the development levels.

As we see, in order to measure the depth of the theo-
retical content of the concept of ZBR, it is necessary to
correlate it with the general understanding of the laws
of development, on which the cultural and historical
theory is based.

However, there may be a question: and what about
ZPD? Is there really a difference, in general, theoretical
terms, between the content of the concepts of ZBR and
ZPD? Although, the translation is imperfect, the way
of interpretation is inaccurate, hoewever there are the
very words of Vygotsky himself, clearly explaining the
connection of ZBR with the foundations of the theory!
Yes, translations confuse the essence of the matter, but
Vygotsky’s words make it perfectly clear. However, the
fact is that his words were taken by me from chapter 1 of
the book “Mental Development of Children in a Process of
Learning”, which, as I have already said, has not yet been
translated in its entirety, and is therefore only fragmen-
tary for Western researchers, outside the logics of its the
Russian original. And therefore, as the classic said, we
again speak different languages.

In conclusion, I would like to say that I fully real-
ize that my analysis is far from complete. Namely, I did
not dwell on translations of ZBR in “The Problem of the
Age” and the “Thinking and Speech”. 1 would be grateful
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if colleagues continue this work, which seems to me to be
important and relevant. My task was, first of all, to draw
attention to the problem and outline the ways to solve
it. I wanted to show that Russian researchers, who work
with original sources, and English-speaking researchers,
who deal with translations, in fact, work with fundamen-

tally different concepts. So you can even say that ZPD is
not the same as ZBR.

It seems that the publication of new and accurate
translations of all of Vygotsky’s major works on ZBR
will help us find a common language and come to a com-
mon understanding.
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HaqHy C aHEeKJIOTa, CBOEro pojia amurpada, KOTOPbIii
HMeeT HelloCpe/ICTBEHHOEe OTHOIIEHUE K TeMe CTa-
TBH, a €CJIU MIPUHSTH €ro Kak Meradopy, To TeM Ooree.
OH SpKO WILTIOCTPUPYET 3aBUCUMOCTH MTPABUIBHOTO T10-
HUMaHUS OT TOYHOCTH TTE€PEBOJIA.

Cyovsi: «Ilopcyanmbiii, Bor 06BUHSIETECH B TOM, UTO
HAILIA OTPOMHBIH 30JI0TOH CJTUTOK U HE CIIAJIA €TO TOCY-
JIApCTBY, Kak Toro Tpebyer 3akoH. Ecsin Bor He ckaskere,
e CJIUTOK, To BaM rpo3uT HakazaHue BILIOTD /10 CMEPT-
HOH KasHu. Bam monarno o6sunenne?»

Adsokam: «Baiia yectb, HOACYAUMBIN — TIPECTABH-
TeJIb OJHOTO U3 MaJIOYMCIeHHBIX HapojoB CeBepa 1 He
HOHUMAET 110-PYCCKU. Mbl IIPUTIACKIIN [I€PEBOYNKAS.

Cyovs: «Xoporo. IToxkanyiicra, epeBeauTe mojcy-
JIUMOMY MOW CJIOBa».

Ilepesoduux: «Cyibsi TOBOPUT, YTO ThI HAILEJ OTPOM-
HBIN 30JI0TOM CAaMOPOIOK U HE C/IaJT €T0 TOCYAAPCTBY».

TTodcydumoiii: «CaMOPOIOK CTIPsITaH 32 OOJIBIIIM Ba-
syHOM. Ero jierko HaifTH, B Hallleil OKpyTe TOJIBKO OJMH
GOJBIION BAJyH».

Ilepesoduux: «IloacyarMblii TOBOPUT, YTO HIYETO HE
HaXO/IMJI U TYCTD Jla’ke CMEPTHAs Ka3Hb, OH BCE PABHO
HUYETo He 3HAeT».

Hexoropoe Bpemst Hazajx s omybankoBan paboTty o
TOM, UTO B 3apybOesKHOI TuTeparype nmpeobaanaoT Ju6o
OYeHb YIPOTIEHHbIE, JTHO0 MPOU3BOIBHO (BParMEeHTH-
POBaHHBIE TPAKTOBKHU TEOPUM BBHITOTCKOTO, a €ro CJI0XK-
HOE W MHOTOILTAHOBOE MOHSITHE <«30HA OJMKaiiiiero
passutusi» (3BP) — «zone of proximal development»
(ZPD) B aHTIUTICKOM TIEPEBOJIE — CTAJIO TIEPBOM JKEPT-
BOI TaKMX TPAaKTOBOK. B pesysibraTe B COBpeMeHHON
AHTJIOA3BIYHON JIMTEpaType 3TO TOHATHE WM MOHU-
MaeTcsl HENpaBUJIbHO WM HE IMOHUMAeTCs BOOOIIe
[20]. Peakiuu co CTOPOHBI aKaJZeMUYECKOro coo0mIe-
CTBa, KaK U CJIeI0BAJIO 0KU/IaTh, He TIOCJIE0BAIIO0, €CTII
HE CYMTAThb KOPOTKOTO OTBeTa Ha M3BECTHOM (hopyme
XINCa, CBOJAIIEIOCS K TOMY, YTO £ IPEJIOKNI KaMeHb
BMecTo xseba. CHavasa st XoTesr OBIIIO BO3PA3UTh, YTO
BBI3BIBAET COKAJIEHUE MTO3UIIKS TEX, KTO, TpeOys phiOy,
OTKAa3bIBAETCS ITPU ITOM OT MPeJIJIaraeMoil yZI0UKH, BOC-
MIPUHUMAs 3TO Kak JimaHoe ockopbiierne. Ho, ogymas,
S IPHUIITEJT K BBIBOJLY, YTO KPUTUK MOIi, HABEPHOE, B UeM-
TO TIpaB. Bot Torma To g u 3amymadcs Ha temy «3bP u
ZPD: ectb 2iu pazuuna?s
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In Russian

K nHacrosiemy BpeMeHU 4HMCIO IyOJIMKaluii, CBsi-
3aHHbIX ¢ ZPD, cTosb BeIMKO, 4TO HE IOJJAAeTCs I10/I-
cuery. Tompko Web of Science maer 215 crareii 3a 1o-
ciegHue 5 Jiet, He ToBopst yxke o Scopus, PsycInfo u
PsychLIT. OxHako, Kak MHE TIPEJCTABISIETCS, CUTYaI[UsT
¢ nonnManueM ZPD kak cjI0KHOTO MOHSATHS, UMEIOIIe-
ro OTHOLIeHME K IpobjieMe pasBUTHUSI, HEe U3MEHWJIACH
CKOJIb-HUOYIb 3HAYMTEIbHO. KOJIMYeCTBEHHbI POCT
JIAJIEKO He BCET/la MPUBOJUT K KAueCTBEHHBIM M3MeHe-
HUSIM; TIPOCTOE TIOBTOPEHUE TPOMIEHHOTO HE TapaHTU-
pyeT TPOBUIKEHUS B TOHUMAHNUU, HO TIPUBOIUT TTOPOI
K BYJIbrapU3MPOBAHHBIM YIIPOIIEHMIM, OCOOEHHO ECJIH
pedb UJET O CJIOKHBIX TOHATHSIX. MOKHO cKazaTh, 4TO
nousaTre 3bP ocBoeHo, HO He cOBceM YCBOEHO.

[Toatomy st He Oyay aHAJM3UPOBATh JETAJTBHO BECh
ATOT OTPOMHBII U PACTYIII B TEOMETPUUIECKOIT ITporpec-
cuu BaJl IyOJIMKaIHil, a MonpoOyo MOKa3aTh, KakK MOHsI-
tie ZPD MOHMMAeTCss U UCIOJBb3YeTCss 3apyOesKHBIMU
y4YeHBbIMU, KOTOPbIE HO3UIUOHUPYIOT ce0sl KaK IIPOA0JIKA-
TEeJIU TPAUIUN BhITOTCKOTO — BBITOTCKUAHIIBI UJIU [TOCT-
BBITOTCKHUAHIIBL. Beab KTo, ecin He OHM, BHITOTCKUAHIIDI,
[IPOIOJIKATENM TPAAUIMK, MOLJIM Obl IIPOSICHUTD aKajie-
MHUYECKOMY COOOIIECTBY COJEpP/KaHUE ITOrO ITOHSITHS,
JIaTh TIPABUJIBHBIE OPUEHTUPBI JIJIsT TTOHUMAHUS €T0 CYTH
u cozpepkanust? Kto Mor 6b1 BHECTH BKJIA/I B I/ IbHEHIIYIO
Pa3paboTKy 9TOIr0 HOHITHS IIPUMEHUTEIbHO K Pa3BUTHIO
B TPA/IUIINHN KYJIbTYPHO-UCTOPHUYECKON TTCUXOJIOTHH ?

W onu peticrBuTenpHO 2TO AenaoT. Eme B 1998 r.
A. TlanmuHckap ¢ cokajleHHeM KOHCTaTHpOBaja, 4TO
ZPD ocraercst olHUM 13 HauboJiee MCHOTb3YEMbIX U
HanMeHee TOHUMAaeMbIX KOHCTPYKTOB B COBPEMEHHON
nearoruyeckoii mureparype |16, c. 370]. B 6uucraresin-
noit cratbe Cer Yaiikiuu, corsamasck ¢ [Tamunckap,
TPEINTPUHSLI CePbe3HBIN aHAJIN3 TEKCTOB BBIroTCKOrO 1
CyIIeCTBYIONIUX UHTepHpeTaluii ZPD u npuiiesn K Bbi-
BOJLY, C KOTOPBIM TPY/IHO HE COTJIACUTHCS:

«ITonsTue “soHa GuzKaiiiero passuTus” ObLIO BBE-
JICHO B KOHTEKCTe OOIIEro aHaausa pasBUTUs pebeHKa.
ITO He TJaBHOE W He IeHTPAJbHOE MOHSTHE B TEOPUU
JieTckoro pasputusi Beirorckoro. Ckopee, ero poJib B TOM,
4yTOObI BBIJIEJUTH OJUH U3 MOMEHTOB B IIPOLECCE Pa3BU-
tust peberra. [ToHsaTe posb ZPD MOKHO TOJBKO ecsin
[OHATH OOIUIT TEOPETUYECKIIT KOHTEKCT, B KOTOPOM OHO
MMOSIBHUIOCH. ITO 3HAYUT, YTO MBI JOJUKHBI TOHSATH, YTO
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nMmen B Buy Beirorckuii moyx ZPD B 11es1om, ecii MbI X0-
THUM TIOHSITh, YTO OH nMen B Buy nox ZPD B wactHOCTH.
ToJbKO Tak YUTaTEh MOKET HaYaTh BbIPadaThIBaTh 110~
poskaatoiiiee moHnManue (generative understanding) Te-
OPETUYECKOTO MOAXO0/a, KOTOPhIN OyzeT Gojiee TECHHBIM,
YyeM orpeziesieHrs u3 ciaoBapst» |11, ¢. 45—46].

[Iporro mouTw 15 j1eT, HO UMEIOTCSI JIM Y HAC OCHOBA-
HUS YTBEPK/IATh, YTO UYTO-TO U3MEHUJIOCH, YTO TIPOIECC
[MOPOXKIAIONIETO MOHUMAHUS, K KOTOPOMY IIPU3bIBAJ
C. Yaiikyis, IycTh MeJIJIEHHO, HO JIEUCTBUTEIBHO TIPO-
ncxoaut? He pymaio, 4To KapTUHA BBITJISIUT ONMTUMU-
ctuyeckoi, Be/ib ¢ 2003 T. He TOSIBUJIOCH MTPAKTUYECKHT
HU OJIHON CEPhE3HON TEOPETUYECKON CTaThH, B KOTOPOH
ObL1a ObI IPEAIPUHATA MOIMBITKA TAKOTO MOPOKAAIONIEr0
norumanusg ZPD. Cosnaercs BneuatsieHue, 4To 3apy-
OesKHbIE UCCIIe0BATEIN-BBITOTCKMAHI[bI IPOCTO, KAK I'O-
BOPUTCS, «3aKPBLIA TEMY» — TO JIM TIOCYUTAB, YTO /IO
CHIEJIAHO, TO JIK OTTOTO, UTO YCTalU O0bSCHSATH KOJIJIETaM
MOJVIMHHBINA CMBICJI TOTO MOHSTHS, TO JIM, YCTaB UTPATh
¢ ZPD, ob6patuyiich K IPYTUM <UTPYIIKaM», HATIPUMED,
K TIOHSTUIO TIePeKNBAHUSI.

Ho aTo Tosibko oBepxHocTHOE Brieuatienue. Cpenu
MHOTUX TIPUYHH, B CJIE/ICTBUE KOTOPHIX moHsTre 3bP B
3apyOesKHOM, IIPEsKAe BCErO aHIIOA3BIYHOI, IUTEPATyPe
COXpaHsieT CTaTyC OJHOTO M3 HamboJee UCIOJIb3yEMBbIX
U HauMeHee TOHATHIX, eCTh O[Ha, TpeGyolas 0coboro
BHUMaHKA. ITO — NpobieMa, CBA3aHHasA, BO-IIEPBbIX, C
OTPAaHUYEHHOCTHIO JIOCTYITHBIX OPUTHHAIBHBIX HCTOU-
HUKOB, BO-BTOPBIX, C HETOYHOCTSIMU B TIEPEBOJIAX B TEX
HNCTOYHWKAX, KOTOPBIE IOCTYITHBI aHTJIOS3bIYHBIM HCCIIe-
JIOBATEeIAM. 371eCh TIO/] CJIOBOM <«MCTOYHUKI» S NMEIO B
BU/ly OPUTUHAJIbHBIE TEKCThI BBITOTCKOTO.

JlanHas cTaThs U MOCBAIIEHA IJIABHBIM 00pa3oM aHa-
JIN3Y 9TUX JIBYX IIPUYHH, CYIIIECTBEHHO OTPAHUYMBAIOIIIUX,
Ha MOU B3IJISJ, BO3MOKHOCTU aJ€KBATHOI'O ITOHUMAHUS
conepxanust nousatusi 3bP u nasbHelimero pasBuTnsg
ATOTO CO/IEPIKAHMUS, TAK K€, KAK U TTPAKTHYECKOTO TIPUMe-
HeHus MeToga 3BP B 06pasoBaTeIbHBIX IPaKTHKaX.

HOCTYHHOCTI) HCTOYHHUKOB AJId4 3alla/THbIX
I/ICCJICIIOBaTeJIeﬁ

B nauboJiee TOJHOM U Pa3BEPHYTOM BHJIE MOHSITHE
3BP npezcrapiero y BeiroTckoro B ueThipex paboTax.
ITO, BO-TIEPBBIX, TIaBbl 1 1 3 B KHUTE «YMCTBEHHOE
pasBuTHe pebeHka B Tporiecce 0OyYeHUs >, U3JAHHON B
1935 1. [1] u nepenspannoii B 1999 r. kax yactp «Ile-
Jarornyeckoil ICuxoJaorun». Bo-BTOpHIX, r1aBa 3 B pa-
6ore «IIpobiema Bospactay (1932—1934 rr.), uspaHnas
stis B 1984 1. B cobpanmu countenutii [5]. U, B-TpeThux,
riaBa 6 «Mbritenus u peans [3], rae roBoputcest o Gop-
MUDPOBAHUU HAYYHBIX MOHSATHUN. MOXHO YIIOMSIHYTH B
3TOM CBSI3U TaK/Ke U3BECTHYIO paboty «Vrpa u ee poJib B
MICUXMYECKOM PasBUTHM PeOEHKa», B KOTOPOil aBTOP TO-
BOPUT B 0011eM BH/e, 4TO urpa cosgaer 3BP, Ho kak 910
MPOUCXO/IUT, KAKOBBI MEXAHU3MBI, HE YTOYHSIET.

B osnauennpix paborax 3BP 1mpejcraBieHa B KOH-
TeKcTe MPOOJIEMbI O COOTHONIEHUH MEK/IY HIKOJIBHBIM
o6yJyeHreM W JAMHAMUKON YMCTBEHHOTO (MHTEJJIEKTY-
AILHOTO) Pa3BUTHA pebeHKa Kak BO3MOKHAS albTepHa-
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THBA CYIIECTBYIONMM CIIOCOOaM U METOJIaM JTHATHOCTH-
KU YPOBHeH pasBUTHS WHTEJJIEKTa, Takux Kak 1Q [6].
C artoii Toukn 3penust 3bP neiicTBUTETHHO HE SBISETCS
[EHTPAJIbLHBIM TTOHSATUEM KYJbTYPHO-UCTOPUIECKON Te-
opuu [11] m BeIcTyTIaeT, cKOpee, KaK MPaKTHIeCKUI Trua-
rHoctrueckuii Mmetoz. Oaaako ecim 36P paccmaTpuBath
B OTPBIBE OT BCEH TEOPEeTUYECKOl crucTeMbl BeiroTckoro,
TO TIOHWMAaHUE €r0 U KaK TEOPETHYECKOTO TTOHATHS, 1
KaK J[MarHOCTHYECKOTO METO/[a OOPEUEHO OCTABATHCS CY-
IECTBEHHO HEIOJHBIM U TIOBEPXHOCTHBIM.

I'nasst 1 1 3 us paborsr 1935 1. cTamu KOCTYIHBIMU
UL aHTJIOA3BIYHBIX HCC/eoBaresaeil Giaarogapst IByM
nepesosaM. [lepseoiit mepeBox 1978 r. [21] npencrasiis-
et co6oil 0YeHb CUIBHO COKPAIEHHYIO U YIIPOTIEHHYIO
BEPCUIO ATUX JBYX TJIaB, CKOMOMHWPOBAHHBIX B OIHY
nmon HasBanuweM «Interaction between learning and
development» [21, ¢. 79—92], uto 0ObsicHsIETCS 3a1aUeii
Beeil kuuru «Mind in society», cocTosIBIIEH, 1O CJIOBaM
PEAKTOPOB, B TOM, YTOOBI [TPEICTABUTH Ujien BBIrOTCKO-
TO aMEepPUKAHCKOMY YHUTATEJNI0 B TPOCTON U TOHSATHOU
opme. Opnako B cuity psjia TPUYUH UMEHHO 3TOT Iie-
PEBOJL U TIOHBIHE OCTAETCSI CAMBIM M3BECTHBIM U CAMBIM
[UTUPYEMBIM B akajeMuueckoM coobiectse. HoBbrit
U TIOJIHBIN TIepeBo/ riaBbl 3 yBujea cset B 2011 1. [22]
Yro e Kacaercs riasbl 1 us paborsl 1935 1., TO OHa 1
ceifyac ocTaeTcs HEIOCTYITHON [T aHTJIOSI3BIYHBIX HC-
ciefoBaTesieil 13-3a OTCYTCTBHUSI TIOJIHOTO IIepeBOjaA.
Pa6ota «IIpobiiema Bo3pacTta» InepeBejieHa Ha aHTJINI-
CKUIl ¥ BOIILJIA B MSATBHINA TOM cOGpaHus counHenmit [27].
«MplITIeHne 1 peuby TepeBoInIach C Pa3HON CTETIEHBIO
YCIIENITHOCTH HECKOJIBKO Pa3 U BOIILJIA B IEPBBIN TOM aMe-
PUKaHCKOTrO U3fatus coOpanust countenuii [23].

HpOﬁJIeMbI C IIEPEBO/IOM U MOCJIEACTBUA

[To MHEHNMIO HEKOTOPDBIX HCCJIe/IoBaTeNIEH, KOTOpOe pas-
JIeJISIIO U 1, TeKCTaM BBIroTCKOro oyeHb He MOBE3JIO ¢ Iepe-
BoJaMu Ha aHrmiickuil. Oznnako, Kak 1oKasblBaeT UCTO-
pust, BeITOTCKII B 9TOM CMBICTIe He OIMHOK. T0 ke camoe
MOJKHO CKa3aTb 1 0 TekcTax [Tnaske, Banmona, Opetina, kak
1 0 pycckux repeBosiax Macsoy n Pozkepca.

W Bce xe mmepeBOIbl TEKCTOB BhIrOTCKOTO — Ciryyaid
ocobbrit. IM He Bessio ¢ camoro Havasa. [lepBast KHU-
ra Boirorckoro, omyO6inMKOBaHHAsT B IEPEBOjie HA aH-
rauiickuil, «MBbIleHne U peub» CcTaja JereHIapHon
He TOJIbKO ToToMy, uTo ee mpodes Ilmaxke. Ilpouen n
Jlaske pa3BepHyTO OTBETUJI HA KPUTUKY, 4YerO OH HUKOT-
Jla B )KM3HU He Jlesiajl HU J10 aToro, Hu nocJe. OHa cra-
JIa JIETEHAAPHON €eIe W TIOTOMY, 4TO ObLTa 3HAYUTETHHO
coKpallleHa U IJI0X0 liepeBefieHa. EcTh faxe HIyTKa 110
3TOMY TIOBOJY: U3 «MBIIIJIEHUST W PeUr»> U3/IaTeTN B3sI-
JIF CaMO€ TJIaBHOE, BBIOPOCHIIN 9TO, & OCTABIIYIOCS YaCTh
6e306pasto nepesenu. He Baasasch B 1oapoOHOCTH,
CKasKy, 4TO €CJIU caMO Ha3BaHUe ObLIO MEPEBENEHO KaK
«Thought and language» («MBbICJIb 1 SI3BIK» ), TO 4TO YK
roBoputTh 0 conepskannn! MoKHO, KOHEYHO, CKa3arb,
yr0 «thought» MokeT 03HAYATH U «MBICJIb», ¥ «MBbIIILIE-
Hue», HO «language» — yiK TOUHO HUKAK He «pedb», HE
rOBOPA YK O TOM, 4TO, 110 BbITOTCKOMY, I3BIK — 3TO CH-
CTeMa KyJIbTYPHBIX 3HAKOB, a pedb — 3TO IICUXO0JIOTHYe-
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CKUI TTpoTiecc, HEOTAEJIUMbII OT MbllieHus . VIMeHHO ¢
ATOH HEPa3AeTbHOCTHIO MBITIIJIEHNS U PEYN CBSI3AHO T10-
HSTHE O eIMHUIAX aHAIN3a, KOTOPOE BBOJUTCS B TEPBOI
ryaBe paboThl « MBIIIIEHIE W PEYb»> ¥ TIOUCKY KOTOPOTO
MOCBsIIIleHa 3HAUNTeIbHAs YACTh CAMO KHUTH.

Eirte Gosibliie He TTOBE3JI0 B TeKCTaX BBITOTCKOTO 1M0-
HSTHUIO <«JIeSITETbHOCTb». 1 He cTaHy B/laBaThCs B JIUC-
KyCcCHIO 0 TOM, ObLIO U y BBITOTCKOrO mmomsATne mes-
TEJbHOCTH, Ha JTOT CYET CYIIECTBYIOT Pa3Hble TOUKU
spennsa. Ho ecim mocMorpers Ha IpobieMy ¢ TOYKU
3PEHUsT TIePEBOJIOB, TO PYCCKOE CJIOBO «/I€SITETHHOCTbY
MepeBoINTCI Ha aHT/MicKuil kak <«activitys. Ho Benn
U BbICIIAsg HEPBHAS JIeITETbHOCTh TO-aHTJIMHCKU 3TO
<higher nervous activity», XoTsl MOHSITHO, Y4TO 31€Ch
«JI€ATEJIBHOCTb> HIYEro OOIIEro ¢ MOHSATHEM JEesTe/lb-
HOCTH, pa3paboTaHHbIM B 1IKoJe JIeOHTheBa, He MMeeT.
Bostee TOrO, CIIOBO «aKTUBHOCTbHY TO-aHTJIMHCKHU TOKE
«activity». A MOCKOJIbKY U <«JI€SITeJbHOCTb», U <«aKTUB-
HOCTb» BO BCeX IepeBojiax BbIroTcKOro Bcerza mnepeBo-
IATCS Kak «activity», Bo3HUKaeT BIeyatieHue, 4To Boi-
TOTCKHUH, 4TO HasbiBaeTcst an activity theorist. Ho ecoin
IMIOCMOTPETh OPUTUHAJIbBHBIE PYCCKUE TEKCTHI, TO KAPTU-
Ha OKa3bIBAETCs He TAKOW TIPOCTOI.

Bort, nanpumep, y Beirorckoro:

«Ecm ocHoBHas 1 camas 061as 1esTeJIbHOCTD 00JIb-
IMUX TTOJIYIapUil Y KUBOTHBIX M Y€JI0OBEKA €CTh CUTHA-
JIMBAIMS, TO OCHOBHOI 1 caMOIi 00IIell AesTebHOCThIO
YeJIoBeKa, OTJIMYAfoniell B TIEPBYIO Ouepeb desoBeKa
OT JKMBOTHOTO C TICUXOJIOTUYECKON CTOPOHDI, SIBJISIETCS
cUTHUMPUKALNS, T. €. CO3/[aHue 1 yroTpebieHne 3HAKOB.
Mol 6epeM 9TO CJIOBO B €ro caMOM OYKBaJIbHOM U TOUHOM
sHavennu. CurHnguKaIus ecTb co3ganue u yrnorpebiie-
HUe€ 3HAKOB, T. €. UCKYCCTBEHHBIX CUTHATIOB> [4, ¢. 79].

Tak uTo gesTesbHOCTH ObIBAIOT pasHble. 31ech Bbi-
TOTCKUW TOBOPUT O TOM, UTO JIEATEIHHOCTb, OTJIMYAIO-
1asi 4ejioBeKa OT JKUBOTHOTO, €CTh JIESTEJbHOCTh T10
CO3/IAHUIO UJIN UCITOJIb30BAHUIO UCKYCCTBEHHBIX 3HAKOB
KaK BHENTHUX CPEJICTB, T. €. JIeSITeJTbHOCTh OTIOCPE/I0Ba-
HUSI, WJIH, CJIOBaMM BBITOTCKOTO, «OTIOCpeAYIONIast mesi-
TEJLHOCTB>. TO ecTh omocpeyer He 3HAK caM Mo cebe,
OTIOCPETYET YEIOBEK, CO3/1aBasi WU UCTIONb3YS YKe Cy-
miectByionue 3Haku. [Ipogomkas aty GyHIaMeHTa b-
HYIO TI0 Ba)KHOCTU MBICJIb O JIeITEeAbHOCTH, BBITOTCKIIT
TOBOPUT O JIBYX TUIIAX OMOCPENYIONIEN AesITeTbHOCTA —
(1) ynorpebaenue opyuii u (2) ynorpebiieHie 3HaKOB,
OTOBApUBASICH [TPU ITOM, YTO ITO JIBE PA3HbIE IUHUM PA3-
BuTHuA [4, c. 89] (puc. 1).

A 4TO MBI UMeeM B TiepeBoziax? B m3BecTHOU KHUTE
«Mind in Society» (1978), o koTopoii 4 ele Oyay roBo-
pUTH HUXKE, OMOCPEAYIONast JesITeTbHOCTh TiepeBe/ieHa
kak indirect mediated (omocpenoBanHas) activity [21,

Omnocpenyromas AeSTeIbHOCT

— .

Ynorpebnenue Ynotpebnenue
OpyIuid 3HAKOB

Puc. 1. /lea muna onocpedyroweii desmenviocmu
(V/I.C. Bvizomxuii)
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c. 54]. A BMecTO JIBYX BH/IOB OIOCPEAYIOINIEH esiTe/b-
HOCTH BUIUM cJiefrytorree (puc. 2):

Takum 06pa3oM B MepeBoOjie ITa BasKHEHIITast MBICIh
BbITOTCKOTO 0 IEATENBHOCTH OKA3bIBAETCS YTPAUuECHHOM
mouyTtn noaHocThio. Ho u 370 eme we Bee! Ilopoit muBy
JIAelTbCsl, ¢ KAKUM CTapaHUeM MEePEBOUNKH TTHITAIOTCS
npeBpaTuTh Beirorckoro B activity theorist maske tam,
TJe 3TO YK COBCEM HEYMECTHO!

Tak, nanpumep, B crarbe 1925 r. «Cosnanue Kak
pobJieMa MCUXOJIOTUH TOBEIeHUsT» BBITOTCKUIT MHIITET:

«Hacrosimas cratbs Gblia yxke B KOPPEKType, KOT-
12 s O3HAKOMUJICS C HEKOTOPBIMU PabOTaMK IO HTOMY
BOIPOCY, TPUHAJIEKAINUMA TICUXOJIOTaM-GUXEBUOPU-
cram. [Tpo6sieMa cO3HAHMST CTABUTCST U PEIITAETCST ITUMHU
aBTOpPaMU GJIM3KO K PA3BUTHIM 3/1ECH MBICJISIM, KaK TTPO-
GJieMa OTHOIIEHUsT MEKLY PeakiusiMu (cp. «Bepbanzo-
BaHHOE TIOBe/IcHIe )» [ 1, ¢. 198].

Opnmaxo B niepeBojie |24, ¢. 35| «OTHOIIEHUsST MEKILY pe-
akIAMU» 1epeBeieHo kak «the relation between actions»
(oTHOIIEHMS MEKTY fieficTBUsIME ). A Beb 9T0 cTaThst 1925
I., KOTJ[a O TEOPUH JIETEJBHOCTH He ObLIO €ellle W PedH,
OHa TIPOCTO He CYIIeCTBOBAJIA, a BhITOTCKUIT HA KOPOTKOE
BpeMs GbLT yBIIedeH buxesrnopusmoM. Koreuro, snaiorme
JIFOJTA MEHS TIOIPABSIT ¥ CKAKYT, UTO ATO IOCAHOE YITyIIe-
Hite OBLIO UCIPABJIEHO BO BTOPOM TIEPEBOJIE ATOW CTAThH,
BO BTOPOM TOME aHTJIUEICKOTO M3aHUsA COOPAHUST COUMHE-
Huii [ 25, c. 63—79]. Ho ecim cpaBHUTD 9T1 /Ba TIepeBojia 1
C OPUTHHAJIOM, U MEKILy COOOM, TO TPY/HO CKa3aTh, KaKOi
u3 HUX xyske. O6a XyiKe, KaK BBIPA3UIICS OTHAKIBI OUH
TIOTMTIYECKOH iessTesb. Hampumep, B 9ToM HOBOM TIepeBO-
nie «pediieke» WHOT/IA TIEPEBOITCS KaK «reactions (peax-
1), a uHora Haobopor [25, ¢. 74].

[axe smurpad, B kKoropom BeiroTckuii mutupyer
Mapkca, 1 K KOTOPOMY OH BO3BpAI[aeTCsl B TEKCTe, 3a-
GaBHBIM 06pa3oM n3Menuscs. Bor opurunar:

«ITayx, KOTOpBIil TKET MAayTUHY, U ITYeJia, CTPOSIIIAst
STYEITKU M3 BOCKA, /IEJIAIOT 9TO B CUJTY MHCTHHKTA, MAIIU-
HOOGPA3Ho, BCe OIMHAKOBO U HE OOHAPYIKMBAIOT B 9TOM
GOJTbIIIEe AKTUBHOCTH, YeM BO BCEX OCTATBHBIX TIPHUCTIOCO-
OUTEJIBHBIX peakiusax» [1, c. 164].

[TousiTHO MOYEMY aKTUBHOCTD 3/1€Ch TIepeBe/ieHa KaK
activity, a BOT ¢JIOBa «IIPUCTIOCOOUTEIBHBIX PEAKIIUAX>
nepeBejieHbl Kak «adaptive activities» [25, c. 68].

SI cnenmabHO cea; aToT HeGOJMbIION SKCKYPC ¢
TeM, YTOOBI IIPOSICHUTD OOLIYIO KapTUHY C IIepeBOJaMu
TeKCTOB Bbirorckoro. Brpouewm, o060ii crienpaiuct B
ITOI TeMe MPUBENET BaM JECSITKH, €CJIU He COTHU ellle
GoJiee BBIPA3UTEbHBIX TIPHMEPOB.

Bepnewmcs, ognako, k Hatreit teme.

Haunewm c camoro mpoctoro. B tnaBe 3 kauru «Yw-
CTBEHHOE pa3BuTHE peOeHKa B mpoiecce 0OyUeHMsT» TaHO

Mediated activity

— T

Sign

Tool

Puc. 2. Ilepesod mepmuna «onocpedyouas 0essmesvHocnvs
6 knuze «Mind in Society> (1978)
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onpenesenre: 36P pebeHKa ecTb «pacCTOSHUE MEKILY
YPOBHEM €r0 aKTyaJbHOTO PA3BUTHS, OTPEAECISIEMbIM C
MOMOIIIBIO 33/[a4, PEHIAEMBIX CAMOCTOSITEJBHO, U YPOBHEM
BO3MOKHOTO PasBUTHsI, ONPEAEASEMbIM ¢ TIOMOIIIBIO 3a-
J1ad, PeIaeMbIX TI0/I PYKOBOJCTBOM B3POCJIBIX 1 B COTPY/I-
HITYecTBe ¢ Oosiee yMHBIMU COTOBapUIamu» |2, ¢. 42].

Jlornka Beirorckoro cocrout B caenyiomnieM: 3bP —
He 30Ha OvKaiiiiero oOy4yeHus: 1 He 30Ha 3a/a4, KOTO-
pble pebeHoK crocobeH pemarb CaMOCTOATENbHO WU
B COTPY/IHUYECTBE, HE PACCTOSIHUE MEXKY TEM, UTO pPe-
GEHOK 3HAET W TEeM, YTO OH ellle He 3HaeT, a 30Ha Ou-
Jcaiiuez0 pa3zsumus 6blCUUX NCUXULECKUX PYHKUUL,
MOTOMY 4TO «YPOBHEM aKTyaJbHOTO Pa3BUTHS peHeHKa
OTIPEJIEISTIOTCSI YKe co3peBInne GYHKIUH, TI0JIbI Pa3BH-
THst. PeGeHOK yMeeT caMOCTOSATENBHO /IeIaTh TO-TO, TO-
TO U TO-TO, 3HAYNT, Yy HETO CO3PeH (DYHKIMH JIJIsT TOTO,
4TOOBI JIEIaTh CAMOCTOSITEIBHO TO-TO, TO-TO W TO-TO»,
TOT/Ia KaK depes BBISIBJICHUE YPOBHSI BOBMOKHOTO Pa3BU-
THSI MOKHO OTIPEIeTUTh (QYHKI[HI, HE CO3PEBIINE EIIlE,
HO HaxOJISIIIUECs B ITPOIlecce co3peBanust [2, c. 42].

Muaye roBops, criocobHOCTh pebeHKa pelrath 3aja-
Y1 CAMOCTOSITENIHHO 3aBUCHUT OT YPOBHSI €r0 aKTYaJbHO-
TO PA3BUTHSI, KOTOPBIiA, B CBOIO OYEPE]Ib, OMPEEIISIETCST
yske passurbiMu byrknuamu. CrocobHocTh pebeHka
peliaTh 3ajla4u BO B3AaMMOJIEHCTBUN C IPYTUMU 3aBUCUT
OT YPOBHSI €T0 BO3MOKHOTO Pa3BUTHS, T. €. OT (HYHKIIHIA,
HAXOJISTIMXCS B HAYasle THKIa pa3BuTus. Takum o6pa-
30M, CIIOCOOHOCTH PeGEHKA PEliaTh OIPeIe/IeHHbIE 3a/1a-
Y CAMOCTOSITETbHO WJIM B COTPYAHUYECTBE 3aBUCUT OT
YPOBHST PasBUTHSL €r0 BBICHINX MCUXUUECKUX (PYHKITHIL.
3BP — 310 He paccrosinvie MeXK/ly YPOBHSIMU 3ajiad, a
PACCTOSTHIE MEKY YPOBHSIMHU Pa3BUTHUST MHTEJIEKTYAb-
HBIX (DYHKIIUH, OTIPEIETISIEMBIX C TIOMOIIBIO 33/1a4.

Ho KTo iesiaet 310, KTO OTpe/ie/isieT YPOBHY Pa3BUTHS
pebetika ¢ momotbio 3aga4? V3 Bcero TekcTa siCHO, 4TO
C MOMOIIIBIO 33/1a4 YPOBHU Pa3BUTHS PeOEHKA BBISIBJISIET
B3POCJIBIN — YUUTEJb MU MCCeoBaTesb. VIMEHHO Tak
U cJIe/lyeT TIOHUMATD CJI0BA «YPOBHEM... DA3BUTHSI, OIIpe-
JIEJISIEMBIM € TIOMOIIBIO 33/1a4». 3/IECh CJIOBO <OIpe/IeJisi-
eMbIM» €CTh CHHOHHM CJIOBA <BBISIBJISIEMbBIM»>. Y UUTE b
BBISIBJISICT YPOBHY Pa3BUTHsI, KOTOPbIE HUKAK HE 3aBUCST
OT 3aj1a4, HO 3agucsam om (T. €. ONPeNeJISTIOTCS) YPosHell
pazsumus Qynxyuil. B 3ToM cMBICJIE CTIOBO «OTIpees-
IOTCST» €CTh CHHOHUM CJIOBOCOYETAHUST «3aBUCST OT>.

BbisiBUB yPOBHU Da3BUTHSL, YUUTEIb WU UCCIENO0-
BaTEJb TMOJy4aeT BO3MOKHOCTD Y3HATH, KaKUe HHTEJ-
JIeKTyasbHble (QYHKIME pebeHKa yiKe 3aBEPIIUIIN IIHKIT
pasBuTUsT (<«IBETHI Pa3BUTHUSI»), a KAKU€ HAXOASITCS B
Havaje IUKJIa Pa3BUTHs (<«3aBSI3M PA3BUTHUS» ), U, CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO, CTPOUTH 0OyUeHre B 30HE OJIMIKAiIero
Pa3BUTHSI.

Opnnako iepeBo B u3ganun 1978 r. He coBceM TOYHO
oTpajkaeT JIOTMKY BhITOTCKOTO.

«[ZPD is] ..the distance between the actual
developmental level as determined by independent
problem solving and the level of potential development
as determined through problem solving under adult
guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers»
[21, c. 86].

HeiictBurenso, ZPD (zoneofproximaldevelopment)
OITPEJIEISIETCS] 3IECH KAK PACCTOSIHUE MEK/Y YPOBHSIMHU

Bepecos H.H. «3ona bauscatiuiezo paseumust»...
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aktyanbHoro passutus (actual developmental level)
U ypoBHeM mnoreHnuanbHoro passutusi (the level of
potential development), uTo, B 11e10M, BEPHO, faxKe eCJiu
«yPOBEHD BO3MOKHOTO Pa3BUTHUS» IepeBecTn Kak «the
level of potential development», xors Tounee GbLIO ObI
«the level of possible developments.

Ho cnoBa «ormpenessiemblit» ¢ TIOMOIIBIO 33/1a4, T. €.
BBISIBJIIEMDIH, U «OTIPEIe/ISIEMBII» B CMBICJIE «3aBUCSIITNN
OT» CHITPAJIM 3JTYIO MIYTKY. Y POBEHb BOSMOKHOTO Pa3BH-
TSI B TIEPEBOJIE JIaH KaK YPOBEHD, OMPE/IEIAeMbIi uepes
(through) pemenue 3amau B coTpyaHUYECTBE CO B3pPOC-
JbIM ua cepetHukoM (problem solving under adult
guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers).

Ecnu mpuHATH, 94TO BBIPAKEHHWE «C MOMOIIBIO» U
CJIOBO <«4€pPe3» B TIPUHIUIE CHHOHUMUYHBI, TO Tepe-
BOJL B 9TOM MECTe MOKHO NMpPU3HATh GoJiee MM MeHee
aJIecKBaTHBIM. BMmecTe ¢ TeM B TepeBojie «ypOBEHb aK-
TYaJIbHOTO Pa3BUTHsI» NPEACTABIEH KaK JeTEPMUHUPO-
BaHHbBIH, 0OYCJOBICHHBIN 3aa4aMu, KOTOPbIe peGEeHOK
pemraer camocrogTenbHo (as determined by independent
problem solving). IHbiMU cJIOBaMU, TIOJIy4a€eTCst, 4TO HE
CIIOCOGHOCTH CAMOCTOSTENILHOTO PellleHus 3a/ad 3aBU-
CHUT OT JIOCTUTHYTOTO YPOBHSI aKTyaJbHOTO Pa3BUTHUS U
JAETEPMUHUPYETCA UM, a, Ha060POT, YPOBEHb aKTyalb-
Horo passutus gerepmunuposad (determined by) ca-
MOCTOSTETIBHBIM pellieHneM 3a/iad. Boeipakenust «ObITh
BBISIBJIEHHBIM IIPU TIOMOIIH 3aga4ur» («to be identified/
defined with the help of a task» ) 1 «6bITb OIIpeeIsTeMbIM,
JIeTePMUHUPOBAHHBIM 3aj1aueii» («to be determined by
the task») nmeror pasubiii cMbica. MoOXKHO OlIpegesnTh
(BBISIBUTH) CBOE MECTOTIOJIOKEHHE TTPU TTOMOIIN KapTHhl,
HO 9TO HE 03HAYAET, YTO MECTOINOJIOKEHUE 3aBUCUT OT
KapThl U IETEPMUHUPOBAHO €10.

Otcioia — nepsas mpobieMa, BBITEKAOIast 13 TePeBo-
J1a: 4TO JIETEPMUHUPYET YTO? Y POBEHb aKTYalbHOTO Pa3-
BUTHUS JIETEPMUHUPOBAH CAMOCTOSATENBHBIM PEIIeHUEM
3a/1a4 WM YPOBEHD aKTyaTbHOTO Pa3sBUTHST MOJKET OBITh
OTIpeiesieH, BBISIBJICH B3POCJBIM C MOMOIIBIO 3a/1a4, KO-
TOpBIe PeGEHOK MOJKET PEIiaTh caMoCTosATeNbHO? Otpe-
JeIeHre B PYCCKOM TEKCTE JIAeT OJHO3HAYHBIA OTBET —
o6a ypoBHSI YMCTBEHHOTO PasBUTHsA (1, CJIEAOBATETHHO,
3I1/1) otnpenensiiorest (BBISABIISIIOTCS ) NPU NOMOWU 3a/1a,
KOTOpBIE PEGEHOK MOKET PEIaTh CAMOCTOATENbHO WU
[PH TIOMOIIA B3POCJIOTO B COTPYAHUYECTBE CO CBEPCTHH-
KaMU, HO OTIPEEJISIOTCS, 3aBUCAT OT, JI€TEPMUHUPOBAHBI
YPOBHEM pa3BUTHS Ticuxuveckux GyHKiuii. B nepeBoje
aTa JIOTUYECKast CTPOTOCTh B 3HAUMTEJBHOM CTENeHN Te-
pstercs. B miepeBojie ypoBeHb akTyalIbHOTO Pa3sBUTHUS Jie-
TEPMUHHUPOBAH, T. €. 3ABUCUT OT CAMOCTOSITEJTBHOTO Peliie-
Hus 3agay (determined by independent problem solving),
a YPOBEHDb BO3MOKHOTO Pa3BUTHSI I€TEPMUHUPOBAH Yepe3
(determined through) s3azauu, KoTopbie peGEHOK MOKET
peIarh B COTPYIHUYECTRE.

Bropas mpobieMa — 4TO O3HA4aeT <«COTPyAHUYE-
cTtBO ¢ GoJiee YMHBIMU COTOBapuiiaMu»? B KoHTekcTe
PYCCKOTO TEKCTa 9TO OYEBW/IHO, BE/lb PEUb, HATIOMHUM,
WJIET TOJBKO U UCKJTIOUUTENHbHO 00 OTHONICHUU MEK/Y
IIKOJBHBIM (aKaZeMUYeCKoM) OOy4eHHeM M yMCTBEH-
HbIM (MHTEJUIEKTYaIbHBIM) passuThHeM. Bosee ymHbIe
COTOBApUIIYM — 9TO HOJIee MHTEIIEKTYANIbHO Pa3BUTHIE,
HaxoJsIecst Ha Oojiee BBICOKOM YPOBHE Pa3BUTHS
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UHTeJUIEKTyaabHbIX (pyHKUmil. Ilepesox «with more
capable peers», T. e. «c 6Gosiee crIOCOOHBIMU TOBAPHIIA-
MU, IBJISIETCS HE COBCEM TOUHBIM, TOCKOJIBKY B OPUTHU-
Hajle pedyb sIBHO MJET HEe O PA3HbIX YPOBHSX Pa3BUTUS
CTOCOOHOCTEH, MYCTh MaKe W UHTEJUICKTYAJIbHBIX, & O
Pa3HBIX YPOBHSIX WHTEJIEKTYAJIbHOTO paspurus. M-
TEPECHO OTMETHUTD B 3TOU CBSI3U, UTO 9TO, KA3aI0Ch OB,
HECYIIECTBEHHOE, YIYIIeHNe TOPOIUIO TIEbIH Pl KaKk
MEJIKUX, TaK W KPYIHBIX HejopasymMeHui. 13 kpyi-
HBIX OTMETUM Jiniib 0H0. C TeueHneM BpeMeHU «more
capable peers» B aHTJIOSI3bIYHO JUTEpaType IpeBpa-
TUJIOCH B «more competent peers» [18] u naxe B «more
knowledgeable other» (Gosee snarommii gpyroii) [15,
c.231;17,c. 51].

B HOBOM mepeBojie aTOl TrMaBbl [22] omnpenesnenue
3BP nmaercs caenyromum obpazom: «The ZPD of the
child is the distance between the level of his actual
development, determined with the help of independently
solved tasks, and the level of possible development,
defined with the help of tasks solved by the child under
the guidance of adults or in cooperation with more
intelligent peers» (p. 201). 1 210 BrioJiHe aeKBaTHO OT-
paskaeT JOruKy Mbicau Boirorckoro. «Determined with
the help of tasks» — BrosHe agexBaTHBINA EPEBOL I
«OTIpE/IeTISIeMbIM € TTOMOTIBIO 3a1aus». [lepeBoa «level
of possible development»> — Gosee ToueH, yem «level of
potential developments u BroJiHe cooTBETCTBYET OPHU-
TMHAIY — <yPOBEHb BO3MOKHOTO pa3ButTusi». «More
intelligent peers» (6oJiee yMHBIE COTOBAPHUIIN) — 3€Ch
MEPEBOJL TOXKE TOYEH.

Onnako cama 3bP B niepeBo/ie MHTEPIIPETUPYETCS HE
coBceM akKypaTHo. B pycckom opurnnare 1935 r. unra-
€M: «TO, UTO CETOJIHSI JIEKUT B 30He OJIMIKANUIIET0 PAa3BU-
THSs, 3aBTPa OyIeT Ha YPOBHE aKTYaJIbHOTO Pa3BUTH» | 2,
c. 42]. B mepeBoze 910 BHIMIAAUT MHAue: «<what is within
the ZPD today, tomorrow will be within the child’s zone
of actual development» [22, ¢. 205]. «YpoBeHb akTyaib-
HOTO Pa3BUTHsI» 37IECh TIEPEBECH KaK «30HA aKTyaJlb-
Horo passutusi> («zone of actual development»). ITo-
JIYYaeTCst, 9TO KPOME 30HBI OJIMKANIIEro PasBUTHST KakK
PaCCTOSTHUS MEXKY JIBYMsI YPOBHSIMU Pa3BUTHSA, CyIIle-
CTBYET ellle ¥ HeKas 30Ha aKTyaJIbHOTO pa3BuTus. 1 ato
TaKKe TPUBEJIO K HEKOTOPBIM MOCECTBUAM, a MMEHHO
K TOMY, YTO YPOBEHb aKTyaJIbHOTO Pa3BUTHUS CTAJ Jeii-
CTBUTEJIBHO [IOBOJIBHO YACTO TPAKTOBATHCS KAK HEKast
HeOoTIpe/leJIEeHHAsT «30Ha aKTyaJIbHOTo pa3BuTusi» [7; 12].
Ho ecsm ona cymuiectByet, To 4To oHa coboii mpeicTaBis-
€T, KaK ee OIPeNeIUTh, U PACCTOSIHUEM MEXKIY KaKUMU
YPOBHSMHU OHa siBJisteTcs1? U, camoe TiiaBHOe, KaKk COOT-
HOCUTCST 3Ta «30HA aKTyaJbHOTO» pa3Butusd ¢ 3bP u ¢
Pa3BUTHEM BBICIIUX TICUXUYECKNX (DYHKITUI?

N xora nepesox 2011 1. 6osiee TOUEH, IOYTH BCE UC-
CNIeIoBaTENN TIO-TIPEKHEMY CCBIJIAIOTCS W IUTUPYIOT
nepesost 1978 r. Ho, kak s 1ornbiTajicst mokasarb, OH He
MOJKET CUMTATHCS a/IeKBATHBIM. B pe3ysbraTe B uTepa-
TYPE MBI IO CUX ITOP BCTPEYAEMCSI C I[EJIBIM CIIEKTPOM He-
JIOpasyMeHui.

Hanpumep, Jlambepr u Kiaiizon (2000) crassar Bo-
IPOC TIPEIETTBHO JKECTKO:

«Mpbr cuntaem, uto ... ZPD Beirorckoro npejcrasiis-
eT co6oil OrpaHUUYCHHBII B3TJISA/ HA TPOIECCHI 00YUEHUs
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U CBOJIUT POJIb 06yYaeMOTO K TIACCHBHOCTH ¥ 3aBUCHMO-
CTH OT B3pocyoro» [14, c. 29].

Eue 6b1! Eciin ZPD 11e/IMKOM 3aBUCHT, JJETEPMUHU-
pOBaHa 3a/layaMiu, KOTOPbIE JIAeT B3POCJIbINA, TO HUYETO
JIPYTOTO, KPOME MACCHBHOCTH 00y4aeMOro U 3aBUCHU-
MOCTU €TO OT B3POCJIOTO, W OKHUIATh HE MPUXOIUTCS.
Tombko neso B ToM, uto 3BP — ato ne ZPD: B3poc.ibiit
BoisiBasier 3BP npu nomorm 3axay ¢ Tem, 4To0bl B CO-
TPYAHUYECTBE ¢ PEOEHKOM IIOCTPOUTH 00ydYeHne TaKuM
06pasoM, 4ToOBI OHO CO3/1aBaJIO YCJIOBUS JIJIS PA3BUTHUS
TeX QYHKINI, KOTOPBIE HAXOAATCS B CAMOM HavaJIe K-
Ja passutus. Kakas yk TyT maccuBHOCTH 06ydaeMoro!

Taxoro poma kputuku nousitusi ZPD, ocHoBanHO#
Ha HEIOCTYITHOCTH OPUTHHATBHBIX UCTOUHUKOB 1 HA He-
KA4eCTBEHHBIX II€PEeBO/IAX, MMEETCS JIOBOJBHO MHOTO.
A 3T0, B CBOIO OU€pPE/Ib, OKA3AJI0 BJIUSHUE HA TO, UTO TI0-
Hstie ZPD ObLI0 TIOCTETEHHO BBITECHEHO B AHTJIOSI3bIY-
HOU JuTepaType nonsaTreM ckahdosamara. B pesysibra-
Te cusibHasA KuBasg Metahopa BeIToTcKOro 0 3aBA34X U
IJI0/IaX Pa3BUTHUs ObLJIA BBITECHEHA WHOM — MeXaHUJe-
ckoit Meracopoii crpourenbhbix Jiecos (scaffold), mox-
JePsKUBAIOIINX CTPOSIIIYIOCS KOHCTPYKIuIo. M XoTst co-
BEPIIEHHO SICHO, YTO CKabMOIIUHT — ITO He O PA3BUTHH,
a 06 06ydeHnn, MHEHUE 0 TOM, 4TO cKahPOIAUHT — 9TO
«OTepaIMOHAN3AIINS TIOHATHS BhiToTcKOTO0 0 paboTe B
30He Oamzkaiiinero passurusi» [27, ¢. 127] cramno exsa i
He JJOMUHUPYIONUM B aHTJIOSI3BIYHON JauTteparype [8; 9;
10; 13]. U1 meficTBUTENIBHO, IO CPABHEHUIO C TYMAHHBIM
U TIPOTUBOPEUYNBBIM omipesiesiearieM ZPD, ckadbdonamar
MpeACTaBIsieT coO0it MeTOM, ¢ KOTOPBIM MOKHO XOTh
Kak-TO pabotaTh. [Ipu 5TOM cepbe3HbIe UCCIE0OBATENN C
CaMOTO MOMEHTA TOSIBICHUS MOHATUI «cKahhOITIHT>
BIIOJIHE OTJaBaiu cebe OTYEeT B TOM, 4TO «CKa(hOIAMHT
He HallpaBJieH HA Pa3BUTHe TeX (PYHKIIMIL, KOTOPble Ha-
XOJIATCS B Hauase cBoero pazsutust» [19, ¢. 39]. Oxnako
ceftuac 06 aTOM, TIOXOJKE, MAJIO KTO OMHUT.

W pas mbr 3aroBopuiu o Metadopax, ciemayeT yio-
MSIHYTB 00 elie ogHOI mpobieme, cBsgzanuoil ¢ 3BP u
ZPD. Metadopa na010B pa3BUTHS U 3aBsA3€il pa3BU-
TUS SBHO YKa3blBaeT HA TO, UTO PEYb UIECT O PA3HbIX
WHTEJJIEKTYAJIbHBIX (DYHKITUSX, KOTOPBIE CYIIECTBYIOT
y pebeHKa OJHOBPEMEHHO, HO HAXOASTCsS Ha PasHbBIX
CTAINSIX PA3BUTHUS.

[aBaiiTe 3ama1uM BOIPOC: KOT/ZAa MBI TOBOPUM O
IJI0/IAX PA3BUTHUS 1 3aB351X PA3BUTHUS, TO I/l€ HAXO/ST-
Cs1 9TH TLIOJBI Win 3aBsa3u? e naxozasarcst GyHKIINH,
KOTODbIE y’Ke 3aBEPIIIIN ITUKJI Pa3BUTHs (IIJIObI), U
yHKIUU, TNUITH TOJIHKO HAYMHAIOIINE ITUKJ PA3BUTUS
(3aBasm)? IlousTtHO, 4yTO (QyHKIIMM, 3aBEpIIUBIINE
IIUKJ PA3BUTHUS, HAXOASITCS B MHANBUAYAIbHOM IIJIaHE
CO3HAHUA, WJIH, KAK 9TO MOXKHO GbLIO OBI CKa3aTh MO-
anraniicku, in child’s mind. Ha aTor Bompoc umenHo
TaK OTBETAT KaK Te UCCJEI0BATENH, KOTOPbie paboTa-
ot ¢ nousaruem 3I1/I, Tak u Te, kTo paboraior ¢ ZPD.
Ho ecnu cnpocuTh M TeX, U APYTUX, T/le HAXOIATCS
3aBs3U Pa3BUTHSA, T. €. DYHKINHU, TOJIbKO HAUYMHAIO-
[ye MUKJ Pa3BUTUs, TO, KAK IIPEJCTABIISETCS, OTBET
Oyzner pasubiM. Vcciegosarenu, paboraiomue ¢ ZPD,
OTBETSIT HA ATOT BOMPOC OJHO3HAYHO: Be/lb 3TO HYHK-
uu peberka, 3HaYNT, U HAXOJATCSA OHU Y pebenka, in
child. MHoii oTBET HEBO3MOXKEH, €CJIN UCXOAUTD U3 CY-
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MIECTBYIOMINX ME€PEBOOB U JOMUHHUPYIOIUX TPAKTO-
Bok ZPD. Onnako nonsatue 3BP npexamomaraer nuoi
OTBET Ha 3TOT BOTIPOC.

Jliist IposiCHEeHMsI BHOBb 0OPaTUMCST K OPUTMHAJIBHO-
My TeKCTy BBITOTCKOTO, 2 IMEHHO K TIEPBON TJlaBe BCe
TOW JKe KHUTHU <Y MCTBEHHOE Pa3BUTHE JeTeH B Iporiecce
obyuemmsi» [2].

«...O6yuenue cosmaer 30Hy OJMIKANIIEro pa3BUTHS,
T. €. BBI3bIBAaET y PeOEHKa K KU3HU, TPOOYKIAET U IIPU-
BOJIUT B JIBVKEHUE TIeJIblil Psi[i BHYTPEHHUX IIPOIIECCOB
Pa3BUTHUS, KOTOPbIE cefuac sBASIOTCS st pebeHka
ele BO3MOKHBIMU TOJIbKO B c(hepe B3aMMOOTHOIIEHMIT
C OKPYKaIOIIMMH M COTPYIHUYECTBA C TOBAPHUINAMH,
HO KOTOpPBIE, MPOIEJIBIBAsI BHYTPEHHWIT X0 Pa3BUTHI,
CTAaHOBATCS 3aTeM BHYTPEHHUM JOCTOSTHHEM CaMOTO
pebenkar.

N nanee:

«...O0yuenne pebenka Bemet 3a coOON JETCKOE YM-
CTBEHHOE Pa3BUTHE, BLI3bIBACT K JKU3HU IEJIBIN DA Ta-
KUX MPOIIECCOB Pa3BUTHsL, KOTOPbIE BHE 00yUYeHUST BO-
obuie caenamich Obl HeBO3MOKHbIMKU. OOydyeHue ecrsb,
TakuM 00pa3oM, BHYTPEeHHEe HeOOXOAUMBII 1 BCeoOIuit
MOMEHT B IIPOIecce Pa3BUTHs Y pebEeHKA He TIPUPO/IHBIX,
HO UCTOPUYECKUX 0cOOEHHOCTEN yestoBekas [2, ¢. 16].

[TepBonauasbHO, HA CBOEl TEPBOI CTajuU, Ha CTa-
VW 3aBsI3eil Pa3BUTHs, TICUXUYecKre GYyHKIINU CyIie-
CTBYIOT TOJIBKO B chepe B3aUMOOTHOIIEHUII ¢ OKpYyKa-
IOMMMHA W COTPYIHUYECTBA C TOBAPUIAMU U TOJBKO
ocJie 3TOTO, MPOMETbIBas HEKOTOPBIN X0/ Pa3BUTHS,
CTAHOBSITCS IIOAAMU PAa3BUTHUS, BHYTPEHHUMU WUHIIH-
BUIyaJTbHBIMU (DYHKIIUAMU. B aTOM cMmbIcie MOHATHE
3BP ecTh HE 4TO MHOE, KAK KOHKPETU3AIMST OCHOB-
HOTO TeHEeTUYEeCKOrO 3aKOHA KYJbTYPHOIO Pa3BUTUS
B TNPUMEHEHUW K PEHICHUI0 KOHKPETHON TpobiieMbl
06 orHomeHUN 0OyYeHUsT ¥ YMCTBEHHOTO Pa3BUTHL.
ITOT OCHOBHON 3aKOH, HATIOMHIO, TJIACUT, YTO KasK[Iasi
OYHKIIMS B KYJIbTYPHOM Pa3BUTUU TIOSIBJISIETCS Ha
CIIeHe JBaK/IBI: CHAYaJa MEXKIY JIOAbMHU, Kak (DyHK-
IMsT WHTEP-TICUXUYEcKasi, a TOTOM BHYTPH peheHKa,
Kak yHKIMsT uHTpa-ticuxnveckas |4, c. 145]. Boicuiue
ncuxudeckne (GyHKIUU pebGeHKa eCcTh HE UYTO HHOE,
KaK MHTEPUOPU3UPOBAHHBIE COIMATbHBIE OTHOIICHUS
[4, c. 146]. A 310, B CBOIO OUepeshb, IMEET MPSMOE OT-
HOTIIEHUE K elle OAHOMY (DYHIAMEHTAIBHO BAKHOMY
TEOPETUUYECKOMY TIOJIOKEHWIO KYJIbTYPHO-UCTOPHUYE-
CKOIl T€OpUU O TOM, YTO COI[UATbHBIE OTHOIIEHUS, CO-
[UAThHAS J€ICTBUTETBHOCTD €CTh UCTOYHIK PAa3BUTHI,
a caMO pPa3BUTHE eCTh IIPOIECC TOTO, KAK COIMATIbHOE
CTAaHOBUTCSI MHAMBUAYATIbHBIM |35, c. 258]. TloTomy-TO
u HasbiBaeT Beirorckuii o6yuenuie B 36P He dhakropom,
He yCJIOBHEM, HO NCTOYHUKOM YMCTBEHHOTO Pa3BUTHS
[2, c. 17]. A 9T0 03HAYaeT, 4YTO U YPOBEHb BO3MOXKHOIO
passutus u 36P B 1e0M He cyIiiecTByeT, oka He 0y-
JIeT TIOCTPOEHO B3aUMO/IelicTBIE PeGEeHKA CO B3POCIBIM
ny 6oJiee PasBUTHIM TOBAPHIIEM.

Ho 311ech Mmue Bo3passirt: B iepeBojie 1978 1., koTopbiii
BbI TAK KPUTHKYeTe, KAK Pa3 1 TOBOPUTCS, YTO YPOBEHD
BO3MOXKHOTO PA3BUTHUSI OIIPENENIIeTcsl 3aauaMil, KOTO-
pbie pPeGEHOK MOKET PEIaTh CAMOCTOSITEIbHO MU B CO-
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TpyaHudecTBe! A Beslb 9TO TOYHO COOTBETCTBYET TOJIHKO
YTO TpUBeIeHHON Mbicau Bwirorckoro! Ho B Tom-To 1
JIeJI0, 9TO YPOBHU Pa3BUTHS JIMIIb BBISBISIOTCS C TI0-
MOIIIBIO 33/1a4 U UMU HE OIPEIESIIOTCS, T. €. OT HUX He
3aBUCST. A BOT TIPOTIECC PABBUTHST «3AIYCKAETCS»> JIUTITH
TOT/Ia, KOT/Ia caM TIpoliece 00YUEeHMUs], T. €. COBMeCmHoe,
6 compyonuuecmee, pewienue 3ajad, HAYNHAET CTPOUTHCS
B 30He OJzKkaiiiero passuTus. Toraa u mpoucxoauT To,
4yTO BBITOTCKUI TOHUMAJ TI0]] PAa3BUTHUEM, T. €. COIUATD-
Hoe (crocoObl 1 (GOPMBL COTPYIHUYECTBA, B3AUMOIE-
CTBUS) CTAHOBUTCS WHUBHUAYATbHBIM (MHIUBUYaTb-
HBIMU WHTEJJIEKTYAJIbHBIMU (DYHKITUSIMU, KOTOPBIE, 110
BeiroTckomy, Bce paBHO OCTAIOTCST COMTUATBHBIMHU 110 CO-
Jiepskanuio u crpoennio). [ToaTomy, ketaTu ckaszarsb, Boi-
TOTCKUII He TOBOPHT, YTO 0OyUYEHUE JOJKHO CTPOUTHCS
Ha YPOBHE BO3MOKHOTO Pa3BUTHSI, YTO ObLIO Obl BIIOJHE
JIOTMYHO, ecJii Obl pa3BUTHE OIPEAETIAIOCH 3a/auaMu, a
TOBOPHUT O TOM, UTO 00yUEHUE TOJIKHO CTPOUTHCS B 30HE
GJIMKAMIIero pasBUTHS, T. €. B HEKOTOPOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE
MEXKY YPOBHSIMU PAa3BUTHS.

Kak BuzmM, 1711 TOro 4to0bl BBISIBUTD BCIO IIyOUHY
TEOPEeTUUYECKOTo cojiepkanus nousitus 3bP, HyskHo co-
OTHECTH €ro ¢ OOIIUM IIOHUMAHUEM 3aKOHOB Pa3BUTHS,
Ha KOTOPOM CTOUT KYJIbTYPHO-UCTOPUYECKAST TEOPUS.

OnHaKo MOKeT BO3HUKHYTH BOITPOC — a Kak xxe ZPD?
Heysxemn u B 9T0M, 00IIETEOPETHUYECKOM, ILJIAaHE €CTh
pazHuia Mexay cojaep:xanuem noustuii 3bP u ZPD?
[Tycth mepeBos HECOBEpIIEHEH, MyTh WHTEPIPETAIUN
HETOYHBI, HO BeIb €CTh JKE CJI0Ba CaMOTO BBITOTCKOTO,
sicHo oObsicHsttoNIHE CBs13b 3BP ¢ ob1eTeopeTnuecKkuMu
nosioxkenusimu Teopun! Jla, iepeBojibl 3a1yThIBAIOT CYyTh
Jleia, HO C¢JIoBa BBITOTCKOrO BHOCAT TIOJIHYIO SICHOCTD.
OHAKO 1eJI0 B TOM, UTO CJIOBA BBITOTCKOTO B3STHI MHOI
n3 T1aBbl 1 KHUTU «YMCTBEHHOE PAa3BUTHE JIETEH B TIPO-
necce 00yueHMsI», KOTOpasd, KaK 5 yKe TOBOPILII, 10 CHX
1Op B MOJTHOM BHJIE He TIepeBe/ieHa U TOTOMY JIOCTYITHA
JUIST 3aIaJIHBIX MCcJiefioBaresieil Jiniib (parMeHTapHo,
BHE TOH JIOTUKH, B KOTOPOW OHA CYTIECTBYET B PYCCKOM
opurnHasie. A mocemy, Kak cKas3as KJACCUK, MBI CHOBA
rOBOPHUM Ha Pa3HbIX S3bIKAX.

B 3aximodenne g xorea ObI CKa3aTh, 9TO ITOJTHOCTBIO
oTnaro cebe OTYET B TOM, YTO MOI aHAIN3 JAJIeKO He I10-
JIOH. I, B 4aCTHOCTH, He CTaJl OCTAHABJIUBATHLCS HA Tiepe-
Bogax 3BP B «IIpoGieme Bospacta» u B «MBIILIeHUH
u peurt». byjy npusHaTesiet, ecau KOJJIETH TPOI0JIKAT
9Ty paboTy, KOTOpas IPEACTABJIIETCs MHE BaXKHOI 1 aK-
TyanbHOM. Mos 3aj1aua cocTosa, Mpexie BCETO, B TOM,
4yToOBl IIPUBJIEYb BHUMaHKE K 1pobjieMe U HAMETHTh
MyTH ee pelieHust. Sl XoTes 1Mokasath, 4YTO POCCUNCKUE
uccsenoBaresu, paboTaolue ¢ OpUTHHAIBHBIMU UCTOY-
HUKaMM, W aHIJIOSI3bIYHbBIE HCCJIEOBATENN, MMEIOIie
JIeJIO ¢ TIEPEBOIaMHK, TI0 CYTH Jea, paboTatoT ¢ cylie-
CTBEHHO OTJIMYAIOTIIUMUCS JIPYT OT APYTa KOHIETITTUSMU.
Tax uto gaske MOKHO cKa3aTh, 4To ZPD — 910 coBCceM He
TO Ke caMmoe, uTo 3BP.

Ilymaercst, 4to 1myOauKaIus HOBbIX M TOYHBIX Iepe-
BOJIOB BCEX OCHOBHBIX pabor Buirorckoro o 3BP Gyuer
CI10co6CTBOBATH TOMY, Y4TO OOIIUI A3BIK U 00IIee TTOHK-
Manue OyayT, HaKOHell, HallIeHbL.
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